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. Comments in Response to Locgigm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MAR 102008

MB Docket No. 04-233 0 €

\ -
I sub@m&\f&lowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulgﬁﬁng {né Rcoom
“NPRM"), rélgased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, po!ifi%@‘ procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed w:atl'? QP@M; if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted,
A VAL

(1) The FC@‘{"nﬁst not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from.those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ?

(2) The FCC must riotturn every radio station inte a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ' o S

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposalis to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specidl{@ntwal: 5+ /4
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of ’
religious broadcasters. Those-who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages theyyk
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market 'sﬁgghﬁgr“ "
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raisingcosts in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these propesals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest. LA o

H
P
'

.
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Go nts l esponse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MAR 10 7008
cket‘No 04-233 ’

s | submit tl'@;ﬁ)llowmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulgrﬁéﬁnylmé Room
’) 3 "
o NPRM"), relead¥d Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

ARy new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
propo%lé discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. j

(@ The FCC @st not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adVIce from
péople who do nolghgre their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutionalgnartiates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could.face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciencesirather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mtist present.

rights to air time. Propoesed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
‘tonscientiously objects to'the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

‘ (2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
e
r‘ - mandates on any religion. - -

"~

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. !

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coetcion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(6). © ~ Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
$tations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
3S-6-2008
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru@nakrng (the “NISRM”)
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

& \2
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendn;grt nghts A ﬁo)nber of proposaf§
discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopte

The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to %e advice fro_m ople who do not i
share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impe$e such urico itutional mandates.
Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their valu s{‘?@guld face incigased harassment,
comiplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, Wer than allowing incompatible
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits governme including the FCC, from

dictating what vrewpornts a broadcaster! Eamculad! a rehgrous broadcaster, must present. . _

TheisFCC ;must not turn every radro station into a pubho forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air time.

----- g
oyt . Proposed\ public aceess reqwré‘mentswould do so — eveh if-a religiouis broadcaster conscientiously objects to the

message Thé-First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of programming,

especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and, }rﬁggf?ﬂ@lfdrce
" reporting on such thrngs as who produced what programs would intrude on constrtutroh‘éll%p ed editorial

choices. NVE ‘ R

The FCC must-not establish a two-tiered renewal system.in which certain licensees would be auto ﬁt &y l&arred
from routine renewal application processing. .The proposed mandatory special renewg]?r’é?né% }n ti3sses of
applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay
treie to their consciences and present-only the messages-they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially. ruinous renewal proceedings.

. Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations. Keeping the -
" electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market
¢ broadcasters, by substantiaily rarsmg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenevemaretatron is on the
e T air.and, (b)aby»fur{her restnctmg main studro location.chgices. Rarsrn ,COsts wrth‘these proposa force
: | seerce cutbaéks — and curtailed'service is. contraryrt’o?tﬁeipﬁbllc mtef%s it by %lﬂ%w I&

) “ |TV DU ‘H'
We urge the FCC not to. adopt rules; procedures or polisiesdisélissed ‘atidve. Lol e
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MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notlce of Proposed Rulemakmg%“mﬁ 00177
‘NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

\-—" ”r',

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numﬁr of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. %
M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, t6élge advice fronp
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals w uld impose such,o
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those wha don!t hare their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fejlow their owrs2
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The FKirs [
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadﬁ% @
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. L9

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyohe and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programniifig, especially religibusprogramming, is not propefly dictatéd by ahy government dgency —- and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks ~ and curtailed service is contraty to the
public interest.

- We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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[ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop’c%eg. ‘ EaM\aﬂ (ﬁe
“NPRM’), reléased Jan. 24; 2008, in MB-Docket No. 04-233. I'Hoom

ot giPrsngeet g

-

Any new FC rules, policies or procedifés must not violate Fifsty gndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enaeted, would da so — and must not eféqg ted.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadoaster,
particulariy a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced w_h;at programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. |

) The FEC must not-establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application pr_oge;s! 9. The proposed mandatory special renewal
feview @f@qeﬁainzg!tassegﬂgf;ggglig{amé bythe: Gommissieners themiselves would amount to coercion of
religibus brosédcas ers,'""'l?h’cj’é‘eswnm{s? Vitrue to-their consciendesiand present only the-messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters aperate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. - Keeping the-glectricity flowing-is often a challenge: . Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller-market-broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence:-whenever a statian is on the air-and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
<‘Rai§jng,co§tsrwth these ‘proposals would:force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

‘l".’e :i:{urgg:gh:e ﬁCCg@@gguPtj@ﬁ;gﬁtgfug!ég;.;ggeggdure,s‘_:or-policies discussed above.
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! submit the following commenits in response to thezm;%s#a Notice of ProposeF @@2rAkiflaRerom

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233,

2

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures myst not violate First Ameﬁd? _;‘n]ghts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do S0 - and must not be ad ﬁ'

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especxall:@'el ious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed dav s m-hoa‘rd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advucé"fr@ those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of ficense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

.particularly a religious broadcaster, must présent.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station in&? a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster )
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice

_.of programiriing, @specially religious programming, is not properly diétated by any government agency — and

proposals to forcesreporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-profected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cerain classes of applicants.by the Commissioners themselves would amouht to coeréion of

_religious brgadcasters. Those whe stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
‘icdrrespoend: to their: beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

Many Chnstngn;brgadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many Smaller market secular
statloms,» K,ﬁ mg{fhe eleptncnfy}flﬁwmg is oftén a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and.siiler market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statien is on the gjr and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force setvice cuthacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

pubiic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Ap
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop@é‘ed E@ﬁaﬁﬂmktmom
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No..04-233. <,,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Flrst Amendment rights. A ﬂlmber of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must notﬁé»adopted
Ny '

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcastefsn take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposé‘lg would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing fo follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. :

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
réyiew of-certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rellguous broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff. presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Riising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We,.- u;ge the FCC not to adopt rules, precedu%qs or. pollcge s . dis
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Commentsih‘Respotise to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Nﬁk)ﬂo 2008
MB Docket No. 04-233 i@,// RO

FCC Mail |
| submit the follewing comments in r@§9£,ﬁ§&tgihgeh®§alism Notice of é%p(?ed Rulemaknj;‘i/g')qgl!lﬁoom
T “NPRM"),veleased Jan:24;2008;in"MB-Docket-No-04-233: : D

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate, First Amendment rightg.p .‘f(y.lmber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must\n¢t~b,e adopted.
A
(n The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broa}!ée{sggns to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propos@s would impose such
. unconstitutional mahdates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoinis to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights Yo air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects o the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ;

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to.force reporting ofi such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
. ] constitutionally-protected &ditarial choices. , :

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on th%;ir and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would fofce service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public inferest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Commients in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
MB Docket No. 04-233 e Received & Inspected

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemamupea 2008
““NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures nma nEchﬁBte}ilggAmendment rights. A num!)wﬂ R00m

proposals discussed.in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their values. The NPR niqqé;ed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters’ e from those who don't share their

— ____values could face increased harassment, complaints.. and_aven los flicense for choosing-to-follow theirown -----——-
consciences, rather than allowing ifwwompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadeaster,
particularly a religious broadeaster, must present.

(2) The FCC tnust not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propased public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects o the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dehvery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

)] The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewat
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

... religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only-the messages-they —— - .- - —— - .
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadeasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,
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| submiit the following comments in response to the Loq‘fali,sn‘j; Netice of Proposed Ruleiﬁ%g M’I@" R éﬁm :
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A @lber of "ﬁ :
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. = “
>

' (1) The FCC muist not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters;&o take advice%am

people who do not share their vafiue*s%ihe; NRRM's proposed advisory board proposaj§'would imposesuch

oo unconstitutional mandates,: Reiiﬁieusm;oadéasters who resist advice from those who {Gn't share their. 1};
. values could face incregsed harassmefit, complaints and even loss of license for choositigio follow theirown s

. .cpnseiences, father than dllowi .“‘ii%oigﬁati,bléf\tiem:oiﬁts_ to shape their programming. Fhe First ‘

SO Ampendment pighibits:government, incl dirig thesFCC, from-dictating what viewpoints a b ‘a‘q.aster, %

ﬁ”‘ﬁ" -patficularly a religious broadcaster, must present. )

rights to ar tiffie. Propbséd public: ‘é}é?;.g@; jiiferiients would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious! A-obj‘éc;'?-.tf‘é{t!pg $age, The First Amendment forb\ids.imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.” ™

@ T%e; FGngust~net'tﬂfnjze oy raQilE);s,ta‘ti&qn- into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially feligious pregrammiing, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
Srenpsalstefonee ush-egsaemhoproduced: rams-would intrude on

gonstitutionally:prg ’% rakchoices.  ° ‘ N

@ . T

R "

4) . he FCE:must not éstablisiya twoilieredirénewal system in which certain licensees would be

¥ a fﬁfﬁaﬁc’adlytb%rreé?f%m Fﬁ&uf‘finé%zﬁi:“ l apr%-j’ééﬁgﬁup%cessing. The pro;gosed mandatory special renewal

\  deview.of certdip clagses of applicar: ‘% the Coriimissioners themselves wpuld amount to coercion of

"1 - wigligiousibroadgasters, Those w!g: stay+rue to their consciences ﬁnd present only the messages they
‘Correspond to Their béliefs could-face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
tations,, Keepjhg the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
. ... sglieeze hichesand smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
RS dYs'i'{afﬁpihe'"s:em‘:ea\ﬂl]'lenevel' a station is ‘on'the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
S . Raising.costs wjth these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

“We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following com'pents in response to the Localism p@‘&e broposed Rulemaking (the” -
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 9008, 1n MB Docket No. 04-235. RA RSO "

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A pumber of "
propasals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. ] : .
& ' -l:'._.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, tp take advic'g’?rom 3
. -peaple who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposalswouid i‘mpo(g:,such ‘ =,
" upcopstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who gqn't share their T
‘yalyles Gould face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosifi to fellow thei own "{3
i%i;iisgc-;iéﬁces, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. ‘*Fpe First w2 s
part
2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
consclentiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

4

ularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

?&d}mem prohibits gavernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a bfg"qfdcaster, %
6 <

- {3) . The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial degision-making informatic
of programming, especially 1&ligiolis programiming;is fiot properly dictated by-any governmentiagency sanar res
proposals to foree reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on -

constitutionally-protectéd:editopial choiees.
-y

) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
~ automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
- review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

. (5) Many Christian broadeasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising cosis in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the airand, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with-these proposals would-forcé seérvice cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
publié interest. ‘ '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rulgs, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Loe‘giﬁ%f’iﬁiﬂétigéaoi‘ Proposed Rulemaking Recewed & msp t o
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MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklné)?lhl 0 20[3,9
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockét No
MR 13 P 288 FCC ppg -

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, & clayx é@{hg'o b% adcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s propased: kz!:@b rd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message dellvery
mandates on any religion. |

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infon’nation.‘ The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ‘

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. w‘
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* Comments in eSPOnset L écalism Notica of Proposed Rulemakmg “ R'GG‘GWGE{ &’lnSpeis}ed
MB Docket No. 04-233 . .. MA\R 10 2808

| submit the following cémments in resw A ﬁalrsm Notice of Proposed Rulemwﬁt e
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB-Docket No. 04-23

] Room

Any new FCC rules; po ities or procegures must. not vrelate First Ame:‘;gment rights. A number of
. prébosals dlséUssed iﬁnth 5NPRM, |f ehacteanouIdtdo . ah& must not bé adepted.
(1) ‘|ous broadcasters to take advice from
gardproposals ‘would impose such
ieetiF m=those who don't share their

# SATRTNCIpI: _,‘.@‘ I\ alin cor a‘ 5 vrepornts to shape their programmrng The First.
Amendment p -"oh’ibrts' government, Inc rstdrng the:FCC, from drctatlng what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a relrgrous broadcasfer, ‘mlfst present.

T T T The FGCmUStRe LT YT iy ‘r,omrrto*a'publrt:‘forum‘where-anyone-and-everyonerhaS*w— -
rights to air time. Propoéé'gﬁp*ub ig'ideeess requrr‘ ements would do 8o — even if a religious broadcaster
conscrenhously objects to the message The Frrszmendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates onra’ny relrgron

3) T &1 ¢ r:g st’not tw "',ﬁre\ge]atron -of specrfrc editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmrﬁg, es%ecra ly religious programmrng, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who producecl what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected. edrtorral chorces

(4) The FCC must not estaplrshra two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be )
, automathaIly barreqﬁ 4rom routrn%Lrene al applrcaLron processrng The proposed mandatory special renewal
- review ’oﬂcertarn 4asses ofﬁappjrcants By'the Gcmf“nrssroners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadsasters: These Who stay true to.their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentrally ruinous renewal proceedrngs
(5) " Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electticity- flowing'is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche .and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would forcerservice cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to. adopt rules;, procedures or polroles discussed above.
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Comments in Response to. Locallsm*Notlce of Pr ulemakin
MB Docket No. 04-233 o Rrgpgs Rulpmaking M]R 10 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the%ﬁMﬁ”‘ﬁﬁm
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

l\\llil:vr;)r/’ ooitm ge proposals in NPRM, contrary to m?dﬁﬁ’(ﬂﬁﬁ‘ﬁt?’ oejpeﬁygg;ayould harm both localism an;j:l diversity of

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seekmg busnness opportunities in broadcasting — increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented. =0CEN f

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — — something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programmlng broadcasters. The rational economiic response*wull be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong dlsmcenhve for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very litile revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look e]sewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity. ‘

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force ésch station to establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programmmg going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve ~ it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delit‘:‘a'te, and-the*@ommissipn must not-take actlon"that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is ho pubﬁc“'fe"‘%t"m -servicethaf is both-difinished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the MA}?

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in Msﬁﬁlﬁm. 34-233. . Foef ~7020/73

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not%ioéﬁ First Amendment rights. A number of Ma/[ Hbo,,n
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. '

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especiaily religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their vaiues. ThMMﬂ?y? advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadtatfers wiolfzgjt advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing‘ihncompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. )

(2) The FCC must nof turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religieus programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cotrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest, :

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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' Reteived & Inspented

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (tMAR 1 0 Zﬂﬂﬁ
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do?ket No. 04-233. e
0oe - FCC Mail Room

M ~
Any new FCC rules, policies or proceduresA rﬁ?luésnomolgte gst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The rmw;,‘proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broaddasiefs ssist.advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and vendss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First]
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and evei’yone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. 1

- (3) - “The FCC must not force revelation of spécific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

i
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. j
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o Rage elvad & Inspecter
| submit the following comments in response fo the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. | " AR 1 0 2ﬂnq

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Aﬁwer of .
proposals disc in if enagcted, would do so — and must not be adopted. au f
L i = Room

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advrce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would i impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather hﬁ oW\L. hcompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First |
Amendment prohibits government;including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings;

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location chorces
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service'is contrary to the
public interest. \

We urge the FCC not o adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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7.,,.._‘T.Lhe.FCC:.,must-notutum‘every rad:opstatrcn into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air firne.

" reporting on such thlngs as who produced what programs would intrude on constrtutlonally-protected edltonal

- | Reselo® fpsctng |

MAR 1.0 200
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking MB Docket No. 04- 38 “ O an
C Maij
| submit the foIIOWImJQ:(MAﬁ\e'nBs i re%oﬁs;& to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the “NPRM” 'HOom 5
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, ,M

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals C

discussed in the NPWEf é"fﬂp\? gﬁjd do so — and must not be adopted. : )

The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from. people who do not
share their values. The NPRMis proposed advisory board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates.
Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased harassment,
comiplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than, allowing incompatitie .
viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, mcludrng the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

Proposed-public aceess requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster conscnentrously objects to the
message. The“Flrst"Q.‘mendmemt forbids imposition of messdgeidélivery mandates on any.religion.

f
.

The: FCC must*’not force revelatlon'of specific eghtona_s!{demsron-makrng information. The choice of pr gl;;a'mmmg,
especially- rellglousa Logramm@g, is ot propeily: dlcta%ted by any government agency - and proposa’l 1o force

choices. ) ; h/
The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system.in which certain licensees would be automatle‘afy karreﬂ\ '
from routine renewsdll appllcatron processing. -The proposed mandatory special renewal revrew\ofﬂcertam classes of *
applicants by the Commissiongrs themselves would amount to coercion of rehglous broadcasters. Those who stay .

true to their consciences.and \esenbonly the messages they correspond’to their beliefs could face long, expensive .
and potentially ruinous renéwal proceédings.,* -

Many Chrlstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do. many smaller market secular statlons Keeping.the .
eleetncntynﬂowmgf rs»foftenna chauenge Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market ’
broadcasters by substantrally rarsmg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the \‘t
air and, (b) by further restricting-main studio location choices. Raising. costs with these proposaISnWo'ﬁldlf’orce !
service cutbacks —and curtailed service is contrary to the publlc mterest o o ‘e g

,»v

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or polrcres dlscussed above
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MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response fo the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulepéa_}((iggf(the

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amen%ﬁﬁ& rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

Jpeople who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s propo ({gjgg #gard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adviee f tﬁt@sa who don't share their
values eould:face.dnereased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especig!ly religious broadcasters, to take advice from

- consciences;.rather-than allowing-incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. |

(2) ' The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e\/eryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to-the-message.-~Fhe-First Amendment forbids imposition-of message delivery —— -

mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information., The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
preposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of ~
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

By Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the é&lectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze hiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. |

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (t“f specfed
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 7

L7
Any new FCC rules, policies ﬂgﬁoggﬂmzﬁdngﬁt zptc\gﬁ)late First Amendment rights. A number {)lfa// ,9 g

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if d must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religi r?]s proade tqrs-vg o resist advice from those who dont share their
values could face increased harass ‘em ‘cbmsainf d even loss of license for choosing 'to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to
air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government agency —
and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations,
Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze
niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff
presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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{ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the chs WOOm
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. -

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and dlverslty of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign fanguage, ethnic and altemative programmmg) These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting — increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are tuming to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would. substanﬁallywalse -Costs — somethmg that will be keenly feit among small market and specialized
progrémmmg‘» I dcastgr‘ auThelrahonal economic résponse will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
oulcomelsmmepubllcl

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on fabor-saving technology. Anend to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide:more service through eﬂiuency Takelhataway. and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on dyring the late evening or early moming hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operallonal costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that wouid further limit where broadcasters can locate their maln studios.
The Compiission acled inthe public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater fiexibility in
selechngiﬂwe;locatlon of’lheu' main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
e‘falmearby commumtles If the Commission were to force each station o establish its main studio only in that
$ Tl, S eommumtyeof licénse, the result would be that broadcasters — particularly small market and speciality
p%gla” ni ‘lng broadéasters — would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhanung
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jeftison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One' proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.

Free is'not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the pmgrammlng going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller statlons areﬂgeenly gg.gned to the communities they serve — it is how they remain in business. But the balance
Coimm

eglegﬁ%andﬂie """ iSSionmL nottakéaclionthatw:lltpthebalanoesostahonswtbackonservloeordropout.
ublichinterests TV bowdlmlﬁns“,h“ed and’ lwsldlvelse ,
- b oo n--;twm-"-'lrm-—n-——-jt: —,-'"""‘IY" -~ -
‘ Respectfully submitted,

el Yr7an S noo ¥

Signature Date
1335&'%%,( 76{ .o
Lucille 2. Dunn Mﬁ-ﬁ Kfgao

Name Address
Tifle (if any) Phone
Organization ;(if any)




e N . Recelved & Inspected
Comments in Response fo Localism Nofice:of Proposed Rulemaking

|
MB Docket No. 04-233 MAh 107003
. ' X
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemak"gt(ﬁe/' o
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ‘ Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted. i

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advicfe from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First .
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. !

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandafes on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which cerfain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue fo their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secutar
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is ofien a challenge. Yef, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary fo the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not fo adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the folldwing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. %
f

s Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. ﬁ(}wmber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

/
R
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters; to take adviogggom
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share theit
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow th%own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.  The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. 7

(3) . The FCC must not force rwelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

- squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force servlce cutbacks — and curtalled service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC ;oiﬁto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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